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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

1 . Claims 33-34 and 40-45 liave been witlidrawn from furtlier consideration 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.142(b) as being drawn to a nonelected invention groups II and III , 
there being no allowable generic or linl<ing claim. Election was made without traverse 
in the reply filed on 8/10/2009. Additionally, claim 37 is also hereby withdrawn as being 
drawn to non-elected species IV and not considered to be an obvious variant of the 
elected species in view of the prior art. 

Speciffcation 

2. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: there are 
several references in the original application to particular claims and or the invention 
according to particular claims. However, all of the claims being referred to have been 
cancelled at this point. Therefore, it is suggested that the applicant remove all 
reference to any claim numbers in the specification, including the currently pending 
claims due to the fact that it is possible for any of the pending claims to also be 
cancelled or amended to include different limitations than currently pending. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 47 is objected to because of the following informalities: the word "diving" in 
line 2 should be changed to "driving". Appropriate correction is required 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification sliall contain a written description of tine invention, and of tlie manner and process of 
mailing and using it, in sucli full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claim 27 Is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled In the relevant art that the lnventor{s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. The limitation that the air from the nozzle member 
flows along the bottom portion of the cleaning case is not supported by the original 
application. Although the original disclosure does indicate that the nozzle is directed 
toward the discharge opening such that airflow will direct dust toward the discharge 
opening, there is no suggestion that the airflow flows along the bottom portion of the 
case, as claimed. Therefore, for the sal<e of the current Office Action, the examiner will 
treat the claim as though the limitation only indicates that the nozzle is directed toward 
the discharge opening such that airflow will direct dust toward the discharge opening. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person liaving ordinary skill in tlie art to wliicli said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 25-28 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kiefer (3,986,223) in view of Ernst et al. (6, 543, 078) and Clarke et al. (6,099,691 ). 

8. In reference to claims 25 and 27, Kiefer discloses a cleaning device having a 
brush (30), at least partially surrounded by walls (surrounded from above and partially 
on the sides) of cleaning case (1 8) that is capable of cleaning just and edge of a board 
(either by positioning only the edge within the apparatus or by cleaning only the leading 
edge and then removing the board therefrom) to remove dust, an ion injection device 
(32, 34) for directing ionized gas toward the bristles of the brush and a discharge 
opening in the top wall of the case for discharging ionized gas away from the cleaning 
case. However, Kiefer fails to specifically disclose that the ion injection device includes 
a compressed gas positioned to provide an ionized compressed gas flow directed 
toward the bristles when the bristles are in contact with an object to remove dust 
therefrom. Ernst discloses a similar cleaning apparatus having an ion injecting device 
and a discharge device for removing ionized gas and dust from a member to be cleaned 
and Ernst further discloses that it is desirable to provide an air knife (known in the art to 
be a wide nozzle for directing compressed air; also supported by disclosure of Clarke, 
lines 18-19 of the abstract) that for each ion injection device (32, 34) to produce a 
curtain-like air stream to direct a cloud of ions onto the targeted surface, even when the 
surface is irregular (Col. 6, lines1-8) and wherein the air knives are directed toward the 
member to be cleaned and along the direction of airflow directed to the discharge 
opening (air knives 36 and 38 in Fig. 10 are clearly shown as being directed toward 
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alternate discharge devices 42 and 40, respectively) to clean ionized air and remove 
dust from any crevices or openings in the member to be cleaned, thus making the 
cleaning device more effective and efficient. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide the 
apparatus of Kiefer with similar air knives for each ion discharge device, directed 
towards the discharge opening (even angled slightly inwards toward one another, 
similar to the configuration of Ernst will direct the airflow toward the discharge opening), 
as taught by Ernst, to improve cleaning of a member and to allow the apparatus of 
Kiefer to clean materials and/or objects that may have crevices or openings that may 
not be contacted by the brushes thereof. 

9. In reference to claims 26, 28 and 31 , the combination of Kiefer, Ernst and Clarke, 
as discussed supra, further provides all of the structure set forth in the claims. 

1 0. Claims 29, 30, 35, 36 and 38 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kiefer (3,986,223) in view of Ernst et al. (6, 543, 078) and Clarke et 
al. (6,099,691) as applied to claim 25 and further in view of Sroka (3,915,737). 

11. In reference to claim 29, the combination of Kiefer, Ernst and Clarke discloses 
the apparatus, as discussed supra, and Kiefer further discloses an adjustment 
mechanism (42) for adjusting the height of the apparatus relative to the work piece 
being cleaned, but fails to disclose a brush positioning device capable of adjusting the 
position of the brush inside the cleaning case. Sroka discloses a similar cleaning 
apparatus for cleaning surfaces and comprises at least one brush in contact with the 
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surface being cleaned and teaches that the brush may have a positioning device (26) 
for adjusting the height of the brush within the cleaning case, which will allow a user to 
adjust the pressure applied to the surface to be cleaned by the brush separate from the 
position of the case, allows for adjustment of the brush to compensate for wear of the 
brush and will allow a user to easily remove the brush for replacement if desired. 
Therefore, it further would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the brushes (30) of Kiefer with separate 
individual brush positioning devices, similar to the one taught by Sroka, to allow a user 
to individually adjust the pressure applied to the surface to be cleaned by each brush 
separate from the position of the case, allow for adjustment of the brushes to 
compensate for wear and allow a user to easily remove the brushes for replacement if 
desired. 

12. In reference to claims 30 and 35, the combination of Kiefer, Ernst and Clarke 
discloses the apparatus, as discussed supra, and Kiefer teaches that the apparatus is 
provided with electrostatic cleaning capabilities, but fails to specifically disclose what 
material the brushes (30 or 22) are made from. Sroka discloses a similar cleaning 
apparatus for cleaning surfaces and comprises at least one brush in contact with the 
surface being cleaned and also has electrostatic cleaning capabilities, similar to Kiefer, 
and teaches that the brush preferably comprises non-conductive and conductive 
bristles, wherein the conductive bristles will be grounded to remove unwanted charges 
on the surface being cleaned. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide at least one, or all of the 
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brushes of Kiefer with electrically conductive bristles, as taught by Sroka, to remove 
unwanted charges on the surface being cleaned. 

1 3. In reference to claim 36, Kiefer further discloses a positioning device (42) that 
allows for adjustment of the brushes (30) along with the case to move the brushes 
toward or away from an edge portion of the device at the cleaning position. 

14. In reference to claim 38, the combination of Kiefer, Ernst and Clarke provides the 
apparatus, as discussed supra, including a nozzle member with an oblong orifice to emit 
compressed air toward a member to be cleaned, as taught by Ernst as discussed supra, 
which will be capable of providing airflow toward an edge portion of a device. 

15. Claims 32, 47 and 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kiefer (3,986,223) in view of Katsuura et al. (JP 2005-21 1722). 

16. In reference to claims 32 and 47, Kiefer discloses a cleaning device having a 
brush (30), fixed in position in a cleaning case (18) having a gap that Is capable of 
receiving just and edge of a device (either by positioning only the edge within the 
apparatus or by cleaning only the leading edge and then removing the board therefrom) 
to remove dust. However, Kiefer falls to specifically disclose that the device Includes a 
drive mechanism to linearly drive the cleaning case In a parallel direction to an edge of 
the board to remove dust from the edge portion. Katsuura discloses a similar device for 
removing dust from workpieces and discloses alternate embodiments wherein one 
embodiment may move the workpiece through a dust removing area provided in a 
cleaning case for the apparatus and the other maintains the workpiece in a stationary 
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position wliile moving the cleaning case along the surface of the workpiece to clean the 
workpiece (paragraph 67 of machine translation; English equivalent US PG-Pub 
2008/0028551 , paragraph 82), which would be desirable for use with large or heavy 
workpieces that are not easily moved and Katsuura discloses that the case may be 
moved along the surface in the second embodiment by means of a ball screw. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made that the cleaning apparatus of Kiefer, designed to remain stationary 
while a workpiece is passed therethrough may alternatively be provided with a ball 
screw (driving screw shaft) to move the cleaning case relative to a stationary workpiece, 
as taught by Katsuura, as a know equivalent for the stationary cleaning case of Kiefer to 
allow for cleaning of large and/or heavy workpieces. 

1 7. In reference to claim 48, it further would have been obvious that the cleaning 

case would need to have some form of female screw unit interfaced with the ball screw 
(driving screw shaft) to allow the cleaning case to be moved by means of the ball screw 
(driving screw shaft). 

18. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kiefer 
(3,986,223) in view of Motoda et al. (6,058,544). 

19. Kiefer discloses a cleaning device having a brush (30), fixed in position in a 
cleaning case (18) having a gap that is capable of receiving just and edge of a device 
(either by positioning only the edge within the apparatus or by cleaning only the leading 
edge and then removing the board therefrom) to remove dust. However, Kiefer fails to 
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specifically disclose that the device includes a drive mechanism to linearly drive the 
cleaning case in a parallel direction to an edge of the board to remove dust from the 
edge portion. Motoda discloses a similar device for removing dust from workpieces and 
discloses alternate embodiments wherein at least one embodiment (Figs. 13 and 15) 
may move the workpiece through a dust removing area provided in a cleaning case for 
the apparatus and at least a second embodiment (Fig. 14) maintains the workpiece in a 
stationary position while moving the cleaning case along the surface of the workpiece 
with a linear actuator (97) to clean the workpiece, which would be desirable for use with 
large or heavy workpieces that are not easily moved. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made that the 
cleaning apparatus of Kiefer, designed to remain stationary while a workpiece is passed 
therethrough may alternatively be provided with linear actuator to move the cleaning 
case relative to a stationary workpiece, as taught by Motoda, as a know equivalent for 
the stationary cleaning case of Kiefer to allow for cleaning of large and/or heavy 
workpieces. 

20. Claim 47 and 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kiefer (3,986,223) in view of Motoda et al. (6,058,544) as applied to claim 32 and further 
in view of Matsuno et al. (2001/0054210). 

21 . In reference to claim 47, as discussed supra, the combination of Kiefer and 
Motoda provide a cleaning device with a drive mechanism to linearly drive the cleaning 
case relative to a workpiece to be cleaned, but Kiefer and Motoda fail to disclose that 
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the drive mechanism includes a driving screw shaft and female screw unit. Matsuno 
discloses a similar cleaning device using linear actuators to move a cleaning case (6) 
relative to a stationary workpiece and teaches that a ball screw is a desired linear 
actuator, being well known in the art and capable of reliable, quick movement in either 
direction. Therefore, it further would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill In the art 
that the linear actuator, provided to the apparatus of Kiefer may be a ball screw (driving 
screw shaft) , as taught by Matsuno, to provide a known, reliable and relatively quick 
actuator to move the cleaning case of Kiefer. 

22. In reference to claim 48, it further would have been obvious that the cleaning 
case would need to have some form of female screw unit interfaced with the ball screw 
(driving screw shaft) to allow the cleaning case to be moved by means of the ball screw 
(driving screw shaft). 

Response to Arguments 

23. Applicant's arguments filed 2/1 8/201 0 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. The applicant first argues the objection to the specification, suggesting 
that a preliminary amendment to the specification has overcome the objection. 
However, the preliminary amendment to the specification has been Indicated as not 
entered by the previous examiner. Thus, the objection remains, based on the original 
specification. The applicant also argues the rejections based on the Kiefer reference 
because the applicant suggests that the Kiefer apparatus is not configured to contact 
just an edge portion of a board. However, the limitations in the claims that the cleaning 
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device only cleans an edge portion of a board is merely a statement of intended use, 
wherein, as discussed in the previous Office Action and in the rejections above, the 
Kiefer reference would clearly be capable of contacting only an edge portion of a board 
when only an edge of a board is run under the apparatus or may even be considered to 
only contact an edge portion when the edge is the leading edge, which may then be 
removed from the apparatus such that only an edge portion is cleaned. 
24. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 25, 32 and 35 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. The Ernst, Clarke, 
Katsuura and Motoda references have been combined, either separately or in 
combination, with the Kiefer reference to make obvious all of the limitations added to the 
claims in the pending amended claims. 



Conclusion 

25. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to BRYAN R. MULLER whose telephone number is 
(571)272-4489. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Monica S. Carter can be reached on (571) 272-4475. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Bryan R Muller/ 
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